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Ms. loukie Lo'chie ,
Brunswiek Area Cit~~ens for a Safe Environment
P. O. Box 245
Brunswick, ME 04011

SUbjec~: Review of "Draft Site Evaluation Plan, BUi1di~g 95", November 1991,
r~Ap-"", Io.u AQQ ~J'Ivh'nnm~nh' Sli:rvi ces. Inc.

Dear Ms. Lofch1e:

As. reque~ted by the Brun&w1ck Area C1t,i7e~ns for , ~afe EnvlrUlllJler'lt
(BACSEh Robert G. Gerber, In,c. has reviewed the ",Draft SHe Evaluation WorK

,Plan, ~uird1ng 95", dated N~vember 1991, that was prepared by ABB Environmen p

tal Services, Inc. for the U. S. Department of the Navy. It is our understand
ing that the work plan was developed to comply with the RCRA (Resource Conser
vation and Recovery Act) closure order signed by the.Maine Board of Environmen·ta' Protection (BEP) on May ,22, 1991. Because we have not rsv1ewed the

,closure order, we are u~ab'e to determine. if the work plan complies with the
BEpts conditions.' Instead. we have focused our review on the technical com
ponents of the work plan. Our comments arQ as follows:

vI. Page 3~3: How and where' will the fluids generated during decontAmination
,ne rihpcsedlrt Hi ut"lear in Section 3.6 if the fluids wn1 be dis~onQ ~t
flach contamination-reduction area. It that 15 the c:astl, rilt~t AI'! the erHeriJ
for deterrnin1ng 1f on-stte d1spciol I~ proper? Will thQro bo any testing?

", I.,

~ Page 3·4. What 1s., IInon-nuisance mannerl' of disposal .fQr f'uids ind ig1h
generated dU~1ng the-f1~ld work?

~. Page 4·3. Th~ rationale for the number (approximately 37) 'and location of
soil sam'pl1ng locations is unclear. 'Why was ,a rogularl:l-spaced sampling grid
that does· not ,touch on identified ,sources (the dumping and mixing areas)
selected? According to Section 4.3.2, up to five so11 samples will be takpn

, at each location. 'However, the cr1ter1a for determin1ng the depths and number
of samples at a TerraProbe location are not spelled out. Section 4:3.2 also
specifies that 5 percent' of the total son samples will be selected randomly
for 1aboratory analysis. The rationale for r'andom sl~lection, rather than
focusing on "hot spots II of contamination, is not discussed.

4. Page 4-6. Because the area has not been the subject of previous field
~tudioa 3ctording to Seclion 4.4, field scre~nin~ should 1n~lude evaluation of
radioactive hazards.
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Page 2, 'Bulld1n~, 95 Draft Work Plan
Comments, Fi1 e ~96S, January 28,
1992

-7'5. Page ,4-6. 4·9, It is unclear, based on the information in Section 4.4.1, ,

how complete the reconstruction of historical activities at the site is. For

example, is thare enough information to determine that there has only been one
dump1n~ llP=CI, Ulla tJnAl1I I'G\,." arl;O, ~IIJ VIIV 1II1,,11l~ 1.~1~1. ~(l"~~ ~ut~!(4e. a\a\I&,a

~~~n\I~~(I~~e~vftfJ~' a-l ttn~' tlM~~~ n9 WJJ \; ~id~t~es\'\'e1~1~Jlf 1nfGrm~t1gn ,gn·

\ih1Ch ri ~ c·olre·ttaf"own~t:lif~·\ne'1i~ri:t«1 ;or~·am'ill~~lltS~lfltft'?'rl.·~?t,n ,J~~h1 ,,~n
,

,

.-;, 7. Page 4-P. What 1$ in the two other t1non~reiated storage bulldingsU 10·
cated nearby and shown 'on Figure4-1? Have they ever bean used for storage or
handling of pesticides, herbicides, or other compounds of concern?
.

~. Page 4-10. What is the round cross-hatched area just northwest of the
drum rack on Figure 4·21

~9. Page 4-11. AccDrdiml to the' WOrk ohn. ~hem1c~h ftnd wft~~r WQr~ "$~~".Y

mixed on the front steps of the bu 1~1ng .. The term "usually" implies that
other ~iX1nq lQ;~t1Q~~ w,re u!ed~ Whe~e a~e these loeQt1o~g7 If the h.9toric

information do'es' not indicate other specifi,c mixing locations (or dumping

areas), is the proposed soil and groundwater sampling p,~o9ram sufficient to
hhmLlr.1 llu:n\t ,Itl$ 61$0 ul'l,l~tI· fl"Oni the t~xt whe\"e the eOl'\t~in~\'

r.in~ing/cruthing/di&po£a' toor. place. The location{s) of thesQ activities and
I.. .1... ,.'. . f ... I ••• .". .. ~. •... _ • _. ,. ..... ,.,. ... _... .. ., I. • •• • t. ... •• • ~ •• t 1... .,. • ~ • • •, • , • I ••• .,

"',t, ,r... 'l' '" '.1 ' '., ' a,. ' .. ~. ~111"lr"~.o·.1> •• " ....... 1>'·.1>1 ...... i' r""1>l"".i ••

were observed 20 feet' away from th~ bu1'd1no. b8~~d on th~ r~~ult~ nf ~3m~11ng

conducte~ in September ,1990, but no exp'anation of th~ poss1b~e transport

mechanisms is pr~v1de~. The "potentially different fate and transport" of pes

ticides and herbicides mentioned in the text should be fUlly evaluated to ad·
dress potential spreading of contaminants' both above and be'ow the ground sur·
face. . .

W. Page 4-16. The soi1 sampling grid shown on Figure 4·4 does not include

sampling at the dumping location. behind the building (see Figure 4-2) or at

the front steps where some of the mixing took place. These Jocat1ons must be

sampled. An option would be a tighter gri~ spacing in these two areas, as
well as at the known drum rack area aiong the eastern side of the bUilding.
The groundwater sampling locations indicated on Figure 4-4 do not appear to
address water quality up~grad1ent 'of the faci,11,ty. or nown-grad1ent of the
mixing or'drum rack areas. Additional groundwater sampling must address these
locations. '
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Page 3.· Building 95 Draft Work Plan
Comments, Fl1e #965 1 January 28 1

1992

~ . Page 4·16. 4·17. What are the cr1ter1a for 1ncreas1ng or decreasing the
s~11and groundwater $ampl1ng gr1d·spac1ngs? The procedute for confirming tha
extent of pesticide contamination once non-detect soil concentrations are en
countered is unclear.

L.....d. PIO- A_la. 1tJ1iiU. ~"'P. t.hp. r:rH.Arh fnr .l\A'p.c:t1ng groundwater samo1es far
confirmatory 1aboratory ana1ysis?

t.-14·, Page 5- 2•. The Contract Requi red Quant Hat1on L1m1 ts (CRQLs) exceed the
Maximum Contaminant levels {MCLs} for several of the compounds listed in Table
5·2. How will risks be evaluated and cleanup standards be developed if detec
tion limits exceed Federal or State gU1deli~es?

.
e~ IS. The Draft Work Plan addresses the field screening and sampling effort

P··· ~ removing contaminated soil, but makes no mention of the potential for
CL:;~ .ionger-term actions. For instanc:e, if groundwater quality at or ad
jlt;l!nL Lu Un. ~Ita I~ raune to bt 1m~11red, wh,~ ~l·. th, ;lans for install1-
.'4." .1 ,u,,~t..... , ."." •••d ...plo..ontt\tion"F 11 O~l'IlII'lA"I'i'l"l~ MnnHnrdl'lO 1"'C1I'1?

,

P1AASA nn nnto hp.~itate t'Q' give me a call 1f YOU havi any QIJist10ns ~Qn
~erning.the comments above.

. kO'UlRTO.
GERBER, INC.
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